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Abstract. The purpose of this application is the conservation of the specific names of
Geophilus brevilabiatus Newport, 1845 (currently Orphnaeus brevilabiatus) and
Chomatobius brasilianus Humbert & Saussure, 1870 (currently O. brasilianus) for
two widely distributed species of geophilomorph centipedes (family ORYIDAE).
Although senior subjective synonyms for these two nominal species have been
used only infrequently. the junior names do not fully meet the criteria for protection
under Article 23.9 of the Code. Scolopendra phosphorea Linnaeus, 1758, a senior
synonym of G. brevilabiatus. has been used once as a valid name in 1901. There
are two scnior synonyms of the nominal species G. brasilianus — G. lineatus and
G. whitei, both of Newport (1845), but neither has been used as the valid name of
the taxon.
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1. Linnaeus (1758, p. 638) introduced the name Scolopendra phosphorea for a
geophilomorph centipede species from ‘Asia’. The specific name refers to the animal’s
ability to glow by putative bioluminescence, which Linnaeus compared to that of
fireflies. This light-producing mechanism is known to occur in several geophilo-
motphs (see Minelli, 1978). The short description provided by Linnaeus indicates
that this centipede is clearly a member of the Geophilomorpha as it has 14 antennal
articles and 72-76 pairs of legs. Thesc centipedes are now known to possess 27 to 191
pairs of legs (see Minelli, Foddai, Pereira & Lewis, 2000). The number of pairs of legs
is always odd but Linnaeus may have omitted to count the last pair, which is usually
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quite modified and not obviously leg-like. Scolopendra phosphorea was listed by
Fabricius (1781, p. 534) and Gmelin (1790, p. 3017). Newport (1845, p. 438) referred
to Geophilus phosphorea [sic] as ‘Geophilidae which 1 have been unable to identify
from imperfect description’. Lucas (1846) listed the species as ‘exotique et peu
connue’ (exotic and little known) and Gervais (1847, p. 328) also regarded
Linnaeus’s species as ‘incomplétement connus’. Indeed, its identity remains difficult
to determine.

2. Haase (1887, pp. 111-112) listed S. pliosphorea Linnaeus, 1770 [sic] as a possible
(‘) synonym of Geophilus brevilabiatus Newport, 1845 (currently Orphnaeus
brevilabiatus) on the basis of the original description of S. phosphorea, its
geographical distribution and the number of pairs of legs of G. brevilabiatus
known at that time. The very few descriptive details provided by Linnaeus (1758) are
not enough to support this synonymy but are at least compatible with it. In
particular, the distribution of Orphnacus brevilabiatus (Newport, 1845) is pantropical
and includes Borneo, Java, Sumatra, Celebes, Formosa and Madagascar (see
Foddai, Pereira & Minelli, 2000). The number of pairs of legs ranges between
67-81 (Attems, 1929, p. 122) including both numbers given by Linnaeus. One of us
(D.F.) checked for specimens of S. phosphorea in the series of dried centipedes in
Linnaeus’s collection at the Linnean Society, London, but this species was not
present there.

3. Meinert (1870, p. 17) introduced the generic name Orp/inaens and included two
species: O. lividus Meinert, 1870 (p. 19) from Oahu and Nicobar and O. brasiliensis
Meinert, 1870 (p. 20) from Rio de Janeiro. The generic diagnosis is clear as are the
descriptions and illustrations provided for the two species. No type species was fixed
for Orphnaeus by Meinert (1870).

4. Cook (1896a, p. 34) proposed Orphnaeus phosphoreus (Linnaeus) as the type
species of Orphnaeus Meinert, 1870, disregarding the fact that phosphoreus
(i.e. Scolopendra phosphorea Linnaeus) had not been originally included in
Orplnaeus. There are three further citations of O. phosphoreus as a valid name: Cook
(1896b, p. 67; 1896¢, pp. 35. 37) and Pocock (1901, p. 463). The latter formally listed
Geophilus brevilabiatus Newport, 1845 as its junior synonym. Disregarding this
synonymy, but following the likely taxonomic implications of Cook’s (1896a)
designation, Attems (1929, p. 112) also incorrectly listed O. brevilabiatus (Newport,
1845) as the type species of Orphnaeus and ignored the Linnaean nominal species
S. phosphoreus.

5. Crabill (1968, p. 109) established a valid type species designation for the nominal
genus Orphnaeus Meinert, 1870 by selecting O. lividus Meinert, 1870 from the two
originally included nominal species (Article 67.3 of the Code: see para. 3 above). At
the same time he synonymized O. lividus Meinert, 1870 with O. brevilabiatus
(Newport, 1845), which became the valid name for the type species of Orplnaeus.
thus preserving the taxonomic concept intended by Cook (1896a) and followed by
Attems (1929).

6. Despite the priority of Orphnaeus phosphoreus (Linnaeus, 1758) over O.
brevilabiatus (Newport, 1845), the latter name has been consistently used as the valid
name for this centipede species by all authors after Pocock (1901). Twenty nine works
by 21 authors, encompassinig a span of not less than 10 years within the last 50 years,
were cited in a comprehensive list provided by Foddai, Pereira & Minelli (2000).
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Except for its use by Pocock (1901) phosphorea would have been considered a nomen
oblitum and the widely used younger name brevilabiatus automatically protected
under Article 23.9 of the Code. We propose that brevilabiatus be conserved and
placed on the Official List.

7. Two of the many new species described by Newport (1845) are Geophilus lineatus
from Honduras and G. whitei (both on p. 436) for which no locality was given.
According to Crabill (1962, p. 507) both correspond to the species currently known
as Orphnaeus brasilianus (Humbert & Saussure, 1870, p. 205), originally described as
Chomatobius brasilianus. We confirm this identification following personal examina-
tion (D.F.) of the type material of both of Newport’s taxa in the collection of The
Natural History Museum, London (G. /ineatus: the lectotype BM(NH) 200460
designated by Crabill (1962, p. 507); and G. whitei: holotype BM(NH) 200486).
Crabill (1962) considered the two Newport names to be forgotten (nomina oblita)
under Article 23b of the (first, 1961) edition of the Code then in force, because they
apparently had not been used for more than 50 years. Mayr (1963, p. 509) supported
this interpretation. However, as noted by Crabill himself, both G. /inreatus and G.
whitei had also been cited by Attems (1929, pp. 348-9), although as Geophilomorpha
incertae sedis.

8. The name Orplmaeus brasilianus has been used for this taxon by different
authors before, as well as after, Crabill’s 1962 paper (e.g. by Brolemann (1919,
p. 235), Attems (1929, pp. 112-113), Verhoeff (1937, p. 6), Kraus (1957, p. 368),
Crabill (1960, pp. 170-171), Mayr (1963. p. 509) and Shear & Peck (1992, pp. 2270,
2272)). A total of 15 citations was given by Foddai, Pereira & Minelli (2000,
pp- 112-113).

9. Replacement of the specific name of Orplinaeus brevilabiatus by phosphorea, or
O. brasilianus with either /ineatus or whitei, would cause undue confusion in the
nomenclature of the orRYIDAE (a group badly affected by nomenclatural problems)
without offering any advantage.

10. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly
asked:

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress the following specific names for the
purposes of the Principle of Priority but not for those of the Principle of
Homonymy:

(a) phosphorea Linnaeus, 1758, as published in the binomen Scolopendra
phosphorea;

(b) /ineatus Newport, 1845, as published in the binomen Geophilus lineatus;

(c) whitei Newport, 1845, as published in the binomen Geophilus whitei;
(2) to place on the Official List of Generic Names in Zoology the name Orphnaeis
Meinert, 1870 (gender: masculine), type species by subsequent designation by
Crabill (1968) Orphnaeus lividus Meinert, 1870 (a junior subjective synonym of
Geophilus brevilabiatus Newport, 1845);
(3) to place on the Official List of Specific Names in Zoology, the following names:
(a) brevilabiatus Newport, 1845, as published i the binomen Geophilus
brevilabiatus (senior subjective synonym of Orplnaeus lividus Meinert,
1870, the type species of Orphnaens Meinert, 1870);

(b) brasifianus Humbert & Saussure, 1870, as published in the binomen
Chomatobius brasilianus:;
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(4) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in

Zoology the following names:

(a) phosphorea Linnacus, 1758, as published in the binomen Scolopendra
phosphorea and as suppressed in (1)(a) above;

(b) linearus Newport, 1845, as published in the binomen Geophilus lineatis and
as suppressed in (1)(b) above;

(c) whitei Newport, 1845, as published in the binomen Geophilus whitei and as
suppressed in (1)(c) above.
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